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Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)D No. 
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Claim(s) discussed: 7-2. 5. 12-13. and 16 . 

Identification of prior art discussed: Art of record . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)[><3 was not reached. h)D N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Discussed the above claims and how the Applicant's Representative 
felt they differed or failed to read 102(b) over the above claims. Discussed adding language to the Independent claims, 
specifcally that the "fall prevention member" prevents the child car seat from falling off the stroller body when the 
locking/unlocking mechanism is in the unlocked state. Examiner will further consider this limitation to see if it renders 
the claims patentably distinct over the prior art of record It was also determined that claims 5, 13, and 16 contain 
allowable subject matter since they define the structure of one of the embodiments of the "fall prevention member" and 
would produce allowable claims if incorporated into independent claims or written in independent form. 
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